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RESEARCH ARTICLE Open Access
The chromatin architectural proteins HMGD1 and
H1 bind reciprocally and have opposite effects on
chromatin structure and gene regulation
Narasimharao Nalabothula1†, Graham McVicker2,3†, John Maiorano1, Rebecca Martin4, Jonathan K Pritchard3,5,6
and Yvonne N Fondufe-Mittendorf1*
Abstract
Background: Chromatin architectural proteins interact with nucleosomes to modulate chromatin accessibility and
higher-order chromatin structure. While these proteins are almost certainly important for gene regulation they have
been studied far less than the core histone proteins.
Results: Here we describe the genomic distributions and functional roles of two chromatin architectural proteins:
histone H1 and the high mobility group protein HMGD1 in Drosophila S2 cells. Using ChIP-seq, biochemical and
gene specific approaches, we find that HMGD1 binds to highly accessible regulatory chromatin and active
promoters. In contrast, H1 is primarily associated with heterochromatic regions marked with repressive histone
marks. We find that the ratio of HMGD1 to H1 binding is a better predictor of gene activity than either protein by
itself, which suggests that reciprocal binding between these proteins is important for gene regulation. Using
knockdown experiments, we show that HMGD1 and H1 affect the occupancy of the other protein, change
nucleosome repeat length and modulate gene expression.
Conclusion: Collectively, our data suggest that dynamic and mutually exclusive binding of H1 and HMGD1 to
nucleosomes and their linker sequences may control the fluid chromatin structure that is required for
transcriptional regulation. This study provides a framework to further study the interplay between chromatin
architectural proteins and epigenetics in gene regulation.
Keywords: Chromatin structure, Transcriptional regulation, Histone H1, High mobility group protein, Nucleosome
repeat length
Background
Eukaryotic DNA is packaged into chromatin, a highly
compacted structure made up of repeating nucleosome
units. Nucleosomes consist of 147 bp of DNA wrapped
around an octamer of core histones (two copies each of
H2A, H2B, H3 and H4) and are connected to each other
by short stretches of linker DNA [1,2]. In most organ-
isms, this short extra-nucleosomal linker region is bound
by an additional histone, known as H1. H1 belongs to a
class of chromatin architectural proteins (CAPs) that are
responsible for maintaining, modulating and stabilizing
chromatin architecture. H1 binds to the DNA as it en-
ters/exits the nucleosome and may compact chromatin
into a higher-order fiber structure [3-7]. This is sup-
ported by in vivo studies that have shown that reducing
the total amount of cellular H1 results in a less compact
chromatin structure [8-11].
The ability of H1 to compact chromatin may be antag-
onized by other CAPs, such as the highly abundant high
mobility group proteins (HMGs). HMGs decompact
higher-order chromatin structures to promote the bind-
ing of nuclear regulatory factors to their binding sites
[12-17]. HMGs have similar DNA and chromatin binding
properties to H1 [18-22], bind to sites at the entry/exit
dyad of the nucleosome and linker DNA [23], and may
out-compete H1 in order to activate specific transcriptional
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programs [16,17,19,24]. Furthermore, changes in the con-
centration of H1 and HMG proteins alter transcriptional
programs important for normal cell development and via-
bility [11,15,25-31]. Thus, H1 and HMG proteins are both
chromatin architectural proteins that may serve as active
regulators of transcription.
Similar chromatin binding of H1 and HMGs suggests
that they may be functionally linked and act in oppos-
ition with respect to the stability of chromatin structure
[28,30]. Potentially, access to the genome by transcription
regulatory machinery could be mediated by competition
between H1 and HMG. Support for this hypothesis comes
from early embryogenesis, where initially HMGD1
(Drosophila’s only known HMG) or HMG-B (Xenopus) is
highly abundant and H1 is barely detectable. As develop-
ment progresses, H1 is expressed and replaces HMGD1/
HMGB1 at some regions of the genome [19,32]. This re-
placement is thought to silence specific genes and thus
contribute to programmed development.
Despite suggestive evidence of a relationship between
HMGs and H1, their genome-wide distributions are not
known and a clear understanding of how they are re-
lated to chromatin structure and gene expression is lack-
ing. Here we apply genome-wide profiling and gene
specific approaches to study these proteins in D. mela-
nogaster S2 cells and to better understand their roles in
gene regulation and chromatin structural changes. As
Drosophila only encodes one isoform each of histone H1
and HMGD1, and there exists a wealth of other genom-
ics data for this cell line, S2 cells are an excellent model
system for studying this problem.
Here, we report detailed experiments and analyses that
show that H1 and HMGD1 are associated with specific
genomic regions with specific transcriptional activity.
We show that these proteins bind reciprocally with each
other and affect gene regulation and local chromatin
structures. The data we have generated serves as a useful
resource for understanding the interplay between his-
tone modifications, chromatin architectural proteins,
chromatin structure and gene expression.
Results
H1 and HMGD are enriched in different chromatin regions
To test whether HMGD1 and H1 are associated with
distinct chromatin states, we first determined the rela-
tive abundance of these proteins in different chromatin
fractions. We isolated nuclei from D. melanogaster S2
cells and digested their chromatin with micrococcal nu-
clease (MNase). We subjected the solubilized chromatin
to salt fractionation analyses (Figure 1A) and analyzed
the resulting euchromatic (soluble) and heterochromatic
(insoluble) fractions by agarose gel (Figure 1C) and west-
ern blot (Figure 1B). The majority of HMGD1 protein is
associated with the active euchromatic fraction as typified
by the presence of H4K16ac (active histone mark), while
most of H1 is present in the heterochromatic fraction
(Figure 1B). We confirmed these results using a slightly
modified version of the sucrose gradient fractionation
method [33] (Figure 1D & E). Here too, H1 sedimented
with the highly dense, longer and inactive chromatin
and HMGD1 associated with the lighter, shorter and ac-
tive chromatin fractions. While both results show that
HMGD1 and H1 associate preferentially with euchroma-
tin and heterochromatin respectively, a non-negligible
proportion of each protein is present in both fractions.
This could be due to post translational modifications of
these proteins, which may change their targets and cel-
lular localization.
To gain further insight into the functional consequences
of HMGD1 and Histone H1 binding to chromatin, we
used nucleosome-ChIP-seq to obtain genome-wide maps
of HMGD1- and H1 -bound nucleosomes in D. melanoga-
ster S2 cells. We first digested chromatin with MNase to
yield ~450 bp fragments, which are long enough to in-
clude linker DNA bound by either H1 or HMGD1. We
then immunoprecipitated chromatin fragments using
ChIP-grade antibodies against Histone H1, HMGD1, and
IgG (Additional file 1: Figure S1) and adapted the immu-
noprecipitated mononucleosomal fragments for SoLiD se-
quencing. After sequencing the reads, we aligned them to
the reference genome and discarded those that did not
map uniquely. In total, we mapped 12–14 million unique
reads, equivalent to ~18-22× fold coverage per nucleo-
some (Additional file 1: Table S1). Total nucleosomal in-
put DNA from S2 cells was also sequenced and used to
correct for background nucleosome occupancy.
We examined the broad distribution of H1– and
HMGD1-bound nucleosomes across chromosomes. After
normalizing the total number of mapped reads in the H1
and HMGD1 datasets, we found that HMGD1-bound nu-
cleosomes are consistently depleted on the heterochro-
matic chromosome arms compared to both H1 and total
nucleosomes (Figure 2A and Additional file 1: Table S1).
Interestingly, HMGD1 is highly abundant on the X
chromosome compared to total nucleosomes. Potentially
this could be related to dosage compensation in male flies
(S2 cells are biologically male), which results in a doubling
of gene expression on the X-chromosome (Meller and
Kuroda 2002). These results are consistent with those
from the chromatin fractionation experiments and indi-
cate that HMGD1 is enriched in the euchromatic fraction
of the genome.
HMGD1 and H1 presence at transcription start sites
correlates with gene expression
The above results prompted us to ask whether the occu-
pancy of HMGD1 and H1 vary across different chromo-
somal regions and features that are associated with
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transcription. We used the flybase gene annotations to
define genomic regions as intergenic, intronic, or exonic,
and we labeled regions within 1000 bp of annotated
transcription start sites (TSS) as promoters. To estimate
the relative abundance of HMGD1 and H1, we counted
the number of ChIP-seq nucleosome centers within each
region, and divided by the total number of mapped reads
from each experiment. Compared to total nucleosomes,
HMGD1 is depleted in intergenic regions and is highly
enriched at promoters. Conversely, H1 is depleted in
promoter regions (Figure 2B and Additional file 1:
Figure S2). To further understand the HMGD1 pro-
moter enrichment, we split promoters into regions that
are downstream and upstream of the TSS. HMGD1 is
enriched within both upstream and downstream regions
of TSSs, which suggests that it may be associated with
both transcriptional initiation (promoter clearance) and
elongation.
We next asked whether differences in HMGD1 and
H1 binding correlate with transcriptional activity. We
utilized RNA-seq data from S2 cells [34] and grouped
genes by their expression levels. We then aggregated
nuclei
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Figure 1 HMGD and H1 are associated with euchromatic and heterochromatic fractions respectively. (A) Salt fractionation of chromatin
procedure. (B) Western blot of H1 and HMGD1 in heterochromatic (P2) and euchromatic (S2) chromatin fractions. We digested chromatin from
S2 nuclei with micrococcal nuclease and fractionated it to yield supernatant (S2) and pellet (P2) fractions. The western blot shows that H1 is
primarily found in the heterochromatic fraction (P2) and HMGD1 is primarily found in the euchromatic fraction (S2). The histone mark H4K16ac is
a positive marker for active euchromatin and the histone H4 antibody is used as a chromatin loading marker. (C) Ethidium bromide stained 3.3%
Nusieve™ agarose gel showing the DNA associated with the S2 (magnesium-soluble) and P (magnesium-insoluble) fractions. (D) Sucrose gradient
fractionation procedure. (E) Western blot analysis of H1 and HMGD1 released from MNase-digested chromatin from S2 cells. The 6 – 40% sucrose
gradient reveals that H1 is bound to the heavier heterochromatin, while HMGD1 is bound to the lighter euchromatin.
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data across genes in each expression group and compared
the density of HMGD1 and Histone H1 to the density of
total nucleosomes. Total nucleosome reads from MNase-
seq were used to subtract out effects that are solely attrib-
utable to nucleosome positioning (Figure 3A). We find
that HMGD1 is highly enriched around the promoters of
genes with high expression (Figure 3A & B), while in con-
trast H1 is preferentially enriched in the promoters of
genes that are silenced or have low expression (Figure 3A
& C). We further validated the presence of HMGD1 and
H1 at a subset of promoters with high and low expression
genes using ChIP followed by RT-qPCR (Additional file 1:
Figure S3A, S3B & S3C).
To quantify the relationship between gene expression,
HMGD1, and H1, we calculated the Pearson correlation
between gene expression and ChIP-seq read depth across
promoter regions (Figure 4). HMGD1 showed a strong
positive correlation (R = 0.71) and H1 had a negative cor-
relation (R = −0.47) with gene expression (Figure 4A & B).
We next divided promoters into several non-overlapping
regions corresponding to the approximate locations of
well-positioned nucleosomes and the nucleosome-depleted
region (NDR) (Additional file 1: Figure S2). For each
region we then calculated the correlation across all
promoters. HMGD1 has a moderately strong positive cor-
relation with gene expression both upstream and down-
stream of the promoter, with a maximum correlation at
the +1 nucleosome (R = 0.50; P < 10-15) (Figure 4C). H1
has a negative correlation with gene expression, which is
strongest at the nucleosome-depleted region immediately
upstream of the TSS (R = −0.55; P < 10-15) (Figure 4C).
These data suggest that while chromatin binding of
HMGD1 is associated with transcription activation, H1
may be involved in gene silencing or repression.
If HMGD1 and H1 bind mutually exclusively and re-
ciprocally to the same sequences, then the ratio of
HMGD1 to H1 should be more strongly associated with
gene expression than either measure alone. To assess
this we computed the correlation between gene expres-
sion and the ratio of HMGD1 to H1 density. The cor-
relations obtained with this ratio are substantially and
significantly stronger than those with H1 or HMGD1
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Figure 2 Density of HMGD1 and H1 across different chromosomes and genomic regions in S2 cells. (A) Density of midpoints from
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promoters (defined as 1 kb upstream and downstream of TSSs), exons, introns, and intergenic regions in the D. melanogaster genome. “Upstream”
and “Downstream” regions are defined as 1 kb upstream and 1 kb downstream of the transcription start site, respectively.
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(P < 10-15 for every region by F-test), and reach a max-
imum of R = 0.73 at the +1 nucleosome. This argues that
the relative levels of these proteins are more important
than their individual absolute levels (Figure 4C).
HMGD1 is associated with DNase I hypersensitive sites
HMGN1, the human homolog of HMGD1, is known to
co-localize with DNaseI hypersensitive sites [35-37],
which are sensitive indicators of open chromatin [38-40].
We wondered whether HMGD1 would be generally asso-
ciated with open chromatin regions, including those out-
side of promoter regions. To address this question, we
obtained a set of DHSs for Drosophila S2 cells [34]. We
then divided the Drosophila genome into non-overlapping
1 kb regions and computed the distance of each region to
the nearest DHS. The density of HMGD1 nucleosome
midpoints is much higher near DHSs, and there is a
negative correlation between DHS distance and HMGD1
density (R = −0.31; P < 10-15) (Figure 5A). H1 density has
only a very weak positive correlation with DHS distance
(R = 0.091; P < 10-15) (Figure 5B).
Collectively our data suggest a high degree of corres-
pondence between HMGD1 and regions of open chroma-
tin in S2 cells. In contrast, chromatin regions containing
H1 are less accessible and perhaps refractory to DNase I.
Previous studies have argued that HMGD1 and H1 com-
pete for binding to the same linker DNA regions [41]; thus
the accessibility of chromatin to regulatory factors could
be mediated by competition between these proteins. If
chromatin accessibility is driven by competition between
these proteins, then their relative abundance should be
more predictive than the level of either protein on its
own. We tested this prediction by computing the ratio of
HMGD1 to H1 with respect to the distance to DHSs
(Figure 5C). The correlation with the ratio is significantly
stronger than obtained by either protein on its own (P <
10-15 for both comparisons by F-test), Even after excluding
all regions that are within 2 kb of a known TSS, the
HMGD1/H1 ratio is highest near to DHSs (Additional file 1:
Figure S4). Our data suggest that the relative levels of
HMGD1 to H1 binding may be a primary determinant of
chromatin openness and are consistent with previous ex-
perimental results that suggest these proteins bind com-
petitively in vivo.
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
0
5
10
15
20
25
0
0 +500 +1000-1000 -500
5
10
15
20
25
H1
A
B
C
m
id
po
in
t d
en
sit
y 
(R
PK
M)
m
id
po
in
t d
en
sit
y 
(R
PK
M)
m
id
po
in
t d
en
sit
y 
(R
PK
M)
distance from TSS (bp)
HMGD1
Total
nucleosomes
high expr
med expr
low expr
Figure 3 HMGD1 is enriched around the promoters of active
genes and H1 is depleted. (A) Density of total nucleosome
midpoints from S2 cells around transcription start sites (TSSs).
Midpoints are aggregated across genes with high, medium and low
expression. (B) Density of HMGD1 ChIP-seq midpoints around TSSs
in S2 cells for genes with high, medium and low expression.
(C) Density of H1 ChIP-seq midpoints around TSSs in S2 cells for
genes with high, medium and low expression.
Nalabothula et al. BMC Genomics 2014, 15:92 Page 5 of 14
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2164/15/92
HMGD1 and H1 genome-wide binding regions align with
transcriptionally active and inactive epigenetic marks
respectively
Histone posttranslational modifications (PTMs) direct
many important processes such as gene activation and
repression [42-47]. To determine whether H1 and HMGD1
are associated with specific core histone PTMs, we down-
loaded a large set of S2 cell line histone modification data
from the modENCODE project (Kharchenko et al., [34]).
Using 2 kb windows surrounding each annotated TSSs,
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we computed the mean signal for each PTM and esti-
mated the density of HMGD1- and H1–bound nucleo-
somes. We then calculated the pairwise correlations
across TSS regions for all possible combinations of PTMs,
HMGD1 and H1 and performed hierarchical clustering to
visualize the results (Figure 6 and Additional file 1: Figure
S5). We found that HMGD1 clusters with a large number
of activating PTMs including H3K36me3, H3K79me1/2,
H3K27ac, H3K18ac, H3K9acS10P, H3K9ac, H3K4me2/3,
H4K16ac, and H4K8ac and with elongating marks
H3K36me3, H2Bubi [48,49]. In contrast, H1 clusters with
several repressive marks, namely H3K27me2/3, H3K9me3,
and H4K20me1, which are known to be associated with
gene silencing and heterochromatin.
HMGD1 and H1 are associated with local nucleosome
spacing
The average distance between two nucleosomes, the nu-
cleosome repeat length (NRL), is an important parameter
that describes primary chromatin organization. Since H1’s
expression level is a key determinant of the genome-wide
NRL [10,25], we sought to determine whether the relative
protein levels of HMGD1 and H1 are associated with local
differences in nucleosome spacing. We divided the gen-
ome into non-overlapping 2 kb regions and computed the
ratio of HMGD1 to H1 in each region. We then calculated
the density of nucleosome midpoints as a function of dis-
tance from an “anchor” nucleosome (treating each nucleo-
some midpoint within a region as an anchor in turn). The
resulting plots show well-defined peaks in nucleosome
occupancy particularly for regions with the highest
HMGD1/H1 ratio (Figure 7A). These peaks were then
used to estimate the NRL, which we found to be better
correlated with the ratio of HMGD1 to H1 (Figure 7B) than
either H1 or HMGD1 alone, (Additional file 1: Figure S6A
and S6B). The NRL varies from 174 bp in regions with a
high HMGD1/H1 ratio to 187 bp in regions with a low
HMGD1/H1 ratio. These results suggest that the stoichi-
ometry of H1 is important, not only for the average NRL
across the genome, but also for defining the local spacing
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of nucleosomes. Potentially, the spacing between nucleo-
somes may be specified by which CAP is bound to the
linker region (e.g. HMGD1 or H1). Under this hypothesis
the average NRL across cells would reflect the relative
concentrations of these proteins.
H1 and HMGD1 bind reciprocally and affect gene
expression and nucleosome repeat length
To directly test the hypothesis that reciprocal binding of
HMGD1 and H1 has functional consequences for gene
regulation and nucleosome spacing, we performed siRNA
knockdown of both HMGD1 and H1 (Figure 8A) [31,50].
Following both knockdowns, we assayed the occupancy of
H1 and HMGD1 in representative promoters using ChIP-
qPCR (Figure 8B and Additional file 1: Figure S3). For the
HMGD1 knockdown, the subset of promoters with high
initial levels of HMGD1 showed a remarkable two- to
three-fold increase in H1 binding and a significant reduc-
tion in gene expression (Figure 8B and C). Conversely, H1
knockdown resulted in only modest HMGD1 promoter
occupancy increases at 4 of the 5 target H1 promoters ex-
amined and no change was observed at one promoter,
HSP27. Likewise, observed changes in gene expression
were varied at these promoters with only two genes show-
ing significant increases in expression (Figure 8B and C).
This suggests that H1 depletion alone may not be suffi-
cient to initiate gene expression in all heterochromatic
regions. On the other hand, the reduction in gene ex-
pression following HMGD1 knockdown suggests that
HMGD1 facilitates transcriptional initiation or elongation.
Interestingly, knockdown of H1 decreased the average
NRL in bulk chromatin by ~24 bp, whereas HMGD1
knockdown increased the average NRL by ~7 bp
(Figure 8D and Additional file 1: Figure S7). H1 knock-
down may have a greater effect on the repeat length of
bulk chromatin because it is present in most regions of
the genome, while HMGD1 is most abundant at highly
transcribed regions that comprise a smaller fraction of the
genome. These results suggest that nucleosome spacing
may be dictated by the binding of these (and potentially
other) CAPs.
Discussion
The role of the core histones and their modifications in
gene regulation has been widely studied, however, the
function of chromatin architectural proteins such as his-
tone H1 and the high mobility group proteins (HMGs) are
less well understood. In this study we used genomic, gene
specific and biochemical approaches to characterize two
highly abundant chromatin architectural proteins: H1 and
HMGD1. Additionally, by using a homogenous cell popu-
lation and high-throughput sequencing, we were able to
directly correlate H1 and HMGD1 protein binding with
gene activity and chromatin structure on a genome-wide
scale. We found that HMGD1 is associated with active
transcription and euchromatin, while H1 is associated
with repressed genes and heterochromatin. More specific-
ally, HMGD1 occupancy is highest in regions with active
transcription, activating histone PTMs, and DHSs, while
H1 is enriched in inaccessible regions with low gene
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expression, repressive histone PTMs and low DNase I sen-
sitivity. Our results for HMGD1 are consistent with those
from recent studies of HMGN1 (the human homolog of
D. melanogaster HMGD1), which found that this protein
is enriched around DNaseI hypersensitive sites at the pro-
moters of actively transcribed genes [35]. This suggests
that the HMGD1 distribution at promoter regions is likely
a broadly conserved feature of HMG proteins. Recently,
genome-wide distributions of the histone H1 variants H1d
and H1c have been obtained from human embryonic stem
cells [51]. As with histone H1 in Drosophila S2 cells, these
histone variants are depleted from regions of active chro-
matin and are enriched in heterochromatic regions [51].
Our results suggest that H1 and HMGD1 are part of a
mechanism that establishes or maintains repressed and
active chromatin states. How HMGD1 or H1 are re-
cruited to distinct chromatin regions remains unknown,
but our data argue that reciprocal binding of these archi-
tectural proteins to the same chromatin region is im-
portant [22]. The high on/off rates of these proteins’
chromatin association may provide a window of oppor-
tunity where one CAP can replace the other to cause a
change in chromatin state. For instance, specific HMGs
may be able to displace H1 and locally destabilize chro-
matin so that other proteins can be recruited to initiate
transcriptional activation [52-54]. Consistent with this
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notion, we found that depletion of HMGD1 results in
H1 binding to previously HMGD1-bound promoters
(Figure 8B), with a subsequent decrease in gene expres-
sion. On the other hand, depletion of H1 only slightly
increases in HMGD1 occupancy at a subset of previ-
ously bound H1 promoters, and had varied effects on
gene expression, with 2 of 5 genes showing a significant
increase in expression (Figure 8).
The expression level of H1 was previously known to
affect the genome-wide average NRL [25]. We found
additionally that depletion of HMGD1 affects the
genome-wide NRL. We hypothesize that HMGs may be
responsible for the reduction in nucleosome repeat
lengths in active chromatin regions [55]. Changes in NRL
are likely very important in gene regulation, because even
a single base pair (bp) shift in linker length changes the
DNA helical twist, resulting in a 36° torsional angle
change in the neighboring nucleosome position [56]. It is
therefore possible that changes in nucleosome spacing in-
troduced by CAPs such as HMGD1 modulate the accessi-
bility of regulatory factor binding sites and have
downstream consequences on transcription factor binding
and gene expression.
Conclusion
In summary, we have shown that HMGD1 is localized to
genomic loci with transcriptionally active histone modi-
fications and DNase I hypersensitive sites, whereas H1 is
primarily associated with heterochromatic regions. Both
proteins contribute to the spacing of nucleosomes and it
is likely that the depletion of H1 in transcriptionally ac-
tive regions reflects the competitive and mutually exclu-
sive binding of HMGs to linker sequences. While we
have studied the genomic localization of H1 and
HMGD1, other CAPs are also likely to play important
roles in gene regulation, nucleosome spacing and chro-
matin compaction. For example, competition between
H1 and Poly-ADP-ribose polymerase can elicit specific
transcriptional outcomes [54]. An important future dir-
ection will be to study how CAPs compete with each
other and whether their different isoforms and post-
translational modifications affect their function. Already
some data suggest that H1 and HMGD1 act differently
depending on their post-translational modifications or
binding partners [28,30,53,57-60]. Finally with this data,
we provide a platform to determine in fine detail, the
interplay between chromatin architectural proteins, epi-
genetic factors (histone PTMs, PTMs on CAPs them-
selves, DNA methylation) and gene expression.
Methods
S2 cell culture and siRNA knockdown
D. Melanogaster S2-DRSC cells (obtained from the
Drosophila Genomics Resource Center) were cultured in
Schneider’s Drosophila medium (Invitrogen) supplemented
with 10% FCS (Hyclone). Knockdowns in S2 cells were
done using the following constructs: an H1 construct ob-
tained from [11] and HMGD1 PCR products were ob-
tained from the Drosophila RNAi screening center
(DSRC). Production of both dsRNA and transfection were
done according to protocols from DSRC.
Antibodies
The following antibodies were used in this study: anti-H1
(Active motif- 39575), anti-HMGD1 (custom-made anti-
body from Thermo Fisher Scientific), anti-H4 (Abcam-
ab10158), anti-H4K16ac (Activ motif 39167).
Salt fractionation of chromatin
S2 cell chromatin was fractionated into putative eu-
chromatin, heterochromatin, and pelleted heterochro-
matin using a modification of the method of [61]. S2
cells were incubated with NP-40 lysis buffer (10 mM
Tris [pH 7.4], 10 mM NaCl, 3 mM MgCl2, 0.5% NP-40,
0.15 mM spermine, 0.5 mM spermidine, complete Prote-
ase Inhibitor Cocktail). After two washes with wash buf-
fer A (10 mM Tris [pH 7.4], 15 mM NaCl, 60 mM KCl,
0.15 mM spermine, 0.5 mM spermidine), nuclei were re-
suspended in ice-cold MNase digestion buffer (10 mM
Tris [pH 7.4], 15 mM NaCl, 60 mM KCl, 0.15 mM
spermine, 0.5 mM spermidine, 1 mM CaCl2). Chromatin
was digested with predetermined MNase concentration
at RT for 5 mins. The digestion reaction was stopped by
the addition of EDTA to a final EDTA concentration of
10 mM (on ice). Undigested chromatin (P1) was re-
moved by centrifugation at 14,000 × g for 30 min at 4°C.
200 mM MgCl2 was added dropwise (end concentration =
2 mM), to the supernatant while stirring at 4°C. After a
4°C overnight rotation, the suspension was centrifuged
as above resulting in a magnesium insoluble DNA-pellet
(P2) and magnesium soluble-supernatant (S2) fraction
(Pellet in Figure 1C).
Nucleosome repeat length (NRL) determination in
knockdown cells
30 × 106 cells were used for each type of experiment.
From these, nuclei from wildtype and knockdown cells
were extracted and MNase digestion was performed as
described above (Salt fractionation of chromatin). Diges-
tion was done at different time points at room tempera-
ture with predetermined MNase concentration. DNA was
purified and separated on a 3.3% Nusieve agarose gel. The
NRL at each time point was calculated using the regres-
sion line generated with size (bp) of polynucleosomes
[25,62], and the values extrapolated to time “0” as previ-
ously described [63].
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Sucrose gradient fractionation of chromatin
S2 cells were crosslinked with 1 ml of 1% formaldehyde
in PBS for 10 min at room temperature to preserve
chromatin structure. The protocol was performed ac-
cording to [33] with minor modifications. The cross-
linked reaction was stopped by the addition of
0.125 mM glycine and cells were washed with ice-chilled
PBS twice. Next cells were washed with NP-40 lysis buf-
fer (10 mM Tris [pH 7.4], 10 mM NaCl, 3 mM MgCl2,
0.5% NP-40, 0.15 mM spermine, 0.5 mM spermidine,
complete Protease Inhibitor Cocktail). After two washes
with wash buffer A (10 mM Tris [pH 7.4], 15 mM NaCl,
60 mM KCl, 0.15 mM spermine, 0.5 mM spermidine),
nuclei were resuspended in ice-cold MNase digestion
buffer (10 mM Tris [pH 7.4], 15 mM NaCl, 60 mM KCl,
0.15 mM spermine, 0.5 mM spermidine, 1 mM CaCl2).
Chromatin was digested with a predetermined MNase
concentration at RT for 5 min to yield a wide MW size
range of the DNA (0.1 to > 2 kb). The lysates were then
spun down briefly (700 g, for 5 min) to remove debris,
and layered onto a 9.5 ml sucrose gradient (6–40%) in
1.1% Triton X-100, 0.01% SDS, 16.7 mM Tris–HCl
(pH 8.0), 1.2 mM EDTA, 167 mM NaCl, and complete
Protease Inhibitor Cocktail (sigma P8340) in a polyallo-
mer centrifuge tube (#331374, Beckman). Ultracentrifu-
gation was run at 43,000 × g for 3 h at 4°C. 0.5-ml and
fractions were collected from the gradient by pipetting
from top to bottom using a micropipette. Aliquots from
each fraction were analyzed for protein or DNA ana-
lyses. For DNA analyses, aliquots were reverse cross-
linked at 65°C overnight, treated with RNase A and
Proteinase K (Sigma R4642 and P4850 respectively),
followed by extraction with phenol/chloroform for DNA
analyses. After precipitation by ethanol supplemented
with 10 μg of glycogen, purified DNA from each fraction
was loaded onto a 3% nusieve agarose gel in a Tris–gly-
cine buffer. Protein samples were run on 8 - 12% SDS
Invitrogen NuPAGE gels (part # NP0322BOX) and ana-
lyzed further by western blot.
ChIP of H1 and HMGD1 bound nucleosomes
Chromatin fixation and immunoprecipitation were per-
formed essentially as described by [64,65] with minor
modifications. Cells (7.5 × 108) were fixed in 10 mL of
medium with 1% formaldehyde for 10 min at room
temperature. Cross-linked cells were digested with micro-
coccal nuclease (Sigma N3755) to produce chromatin
fragments of an average size of ~450 bp equivalent to ~2-
3 nucleosomes. Soluble chromatin was separated from
insoluble material by centrifugation. The supernatant
containing chromatin was used for immunoprecipitation.
Resultant eluates were subjected to both agarose gel elec-
trophoresis for DNA analyses and western blots for
protein analyses. To determine whether formaldehyde
crosslinking and pull-down with respective antibodies
allowed efficient pull-down of H1- or HMGD1-bound nu-
cleosomes, we probed eluates with antibodies for our pro-
teins of interest and H4. No mononucleosomal DNA or
histone H4 enrichment was observed in the IgG controls,
suggesting that pull downs were sufficiently selective. Fi-
nally, the mononucleosomal fragments from these ChIP
experiments were adapted for deep-sequencing analyses
via paired-end or single-end SoLiD life technology and se-
quenced to high coverage. In total, we created 2–4 replica
each for each ChIP.
Immunoprecipitation-quantitative real-time PCR assay
ChIP was performed on MNase digested chromatin frag-
ments like before using anti-H1 and anti-HMGD anti-
bodies. 6 μg of antibody, 100 μl of dynal beads and
400 μg of chromatin DNA were used for each ChIP. IgG
was used as a no-antibody control. Eluted DNA was
subjected to real-time PCR using the PerfeCTa SYBR
Green FastMix (Quanta Biosciences Inc, USA) and
Biorad CF96 following the manufacturer’s instructions.
The primers used to amplify selected gene promoters
were as follows:
CG13613:
F: 5’-AGACAATGAAGTGGTCTGGATT-3’;
R: 5’ATCAGGGTGATCAGCAGCAG-3’;
CG17784:
F: 5’-TCGTGGCTGAGATCCAAGTTT-3’;
R: 5’-CAGGTCAGAACTCTGTGGACC-3’;
CG8715:
F: 5’-ACTCAGAATCCAGTCAGCACAG–3’;
R: 5’-CGCCTGAACGAGTTTGTGTG–3’;
CG12770:
F: 5’-GGCCACACTGTCAAATCCCT-3’;
R: 5’-AGCTCGGGACTTTGTTCCTG-3’
20 μl reactions were set up using 1 μl of ChIP DNA,
10 μl of 2× PerfeCTa SYBR Green FastMix (Quanta) and
0.5 μM each of gene specific primers. The cycling condi-
tions were: 95°C for 2:00 m; 40 cycles of 95°C for 30 s,
55°C for 30 s and 72°C for 1:00 m. Fluorescence was
measured right after each elongation step. Dissociation
curves were used to confirm specificity of PCR products.
The “signal over background” normalization method was
used to calculate fold enrichment from Ct values.
Gene expression and real time quantitative PCR
Total RNA was isolated using QIAGEN RNeasy accord-
ing to the manufacturer’s extraction protocol (Qiagen
74106) which included the DNase step (Qiagen 79254).
cDNA was generated from 1 μg of total RNA using the
Superscript III First-Strand Synthesis System (Life Tech-
nologies). Analysis of mRNA was then accomplished
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using primers specific to each of the target mRNAs. RT-
qPCR reactions were performed using PerfeCTa SYBR
Green FastMix (Quanta Biosciences Inc, USA) and
Biorad CF96 following the manufacturer’s instructions
and the resulting Ct values were normalized to ||-actin.
Primers used are listed below:
CG13613:
F: 5’-CTCCAGCTGACCTCATCCAT-3’;
R: 5’-TTCATCTGGAAGCCCATGTC-3’
CG17784:
F: 5’-CAGACCGACAAGGAGCAGTC-3’;
R: 5’-GTGTTCCAAAAGCTCCACCA-3’
CG8715:
F: 5’-ACGTGTTAAGCTGCCACCAC-3’;
R: 5’-CACGTCCAGGTAGCCAATGT-3’
CG12770:
F: 5’-AAGCTACGCCTGCAGATCAA-3’;
R: 5’-GGACAGGCGATTCATGTTGT-3’
Preparation of ChIP-seq libraries
Sequencing libraries were prepared with the SoLiD ABI
technologies as described in [66]. After adapter ligation,
library fragments of ~160 bp were isolated from agarose
gel. The DNA was PCR amplified with SoLiD primers
for 10 cycles, purified, and loaded on a SoLiD flow cell
for cluster generation.
Gene sets
The gene sets used in these analyses were from BDGP
Release 5 and the Release 5.12 annotations (Oct. 2008)
provided by FlyBase.
MNase-seq and Nucleosome-ChIP-seq processing
HMGD1 colorspace fasta reads were converted to fastq
format by the University of Chicago Genomics core
using a custom script. We sorted HMGD1 reads into
separate library files based on their barcodes, and
mapped them to the Drosophila genome using BWA
v0.6.1 [67]. We estimated the mean fragment length of
each library by computing the offset that gave the high-
est covariation of read depth between the forward and
reverse strands. We estimated HMGD1 nucleosome
midpoint locations as the read start plus the offset (or
minus the offset for those that mapped to the reverse
strand).
We aligned the MNase-seq and H1 paired-end reads
to the genome using the standard SOLiD pipeline [68]
and discarded those where only one side of pair mapped.
We estimated the distribution of fragment sizes from
separation of read pairs, and discarded read pairs outside
of the central 95% of distribution (101-191 bp). We esti-
mated nucleosome midpoints as the midpoint between
read pairs.
Gene expression
We downloaded aligned RNA-seq reads from S2 cells in
BAM format from modENCODE [69]. We counted the
number of sequence tags that overlapped with annotated
exons in each transcript, added a pseudocount and nor-
malized by transcript length to obtain reads per kb per
million mapped reads (RPKM). For most analyses we used
the log RPKM value as our expression measurement.
Correlations with gene expression
We divided regions around each TSS into windows that
corresponded to the typical locations of each positioned
nucleosome and the nucleosome depleted regions as es-
timated from aggregate gene plots (Figure 3). We com-
puted the Pearson correlation between gene expression
and the density of H1, HMGD, and nucleosome mid-
points (center) density in each region. We additionally
computed correlation with the ratio log2 (HMGD dens-
ity/H1 density). To assess whether the ratio gave a
significantly better fit that either measure alone, we
compared F-statistics from the model expr ~ log2 (H1) +
log2 (HMGD) to those from the univariate models expr
~ log2 (H1) and expr ~ log2 (HMGD).
Correlations with DHS distance
We obtained a list of previously identified DHSs for S2
cells [34] and calculated the distance to the nearest DHS
for each base in the genome. We divided the genome
into non-overlapping 1 kb windows and assigned each
window the following values: DHS_dist = log2(mean
(DHS_distance)),HMGD1 = log2(mean(HMGD1_midpoint_
depth)) and H1 = log(mean(H1_midpoint_depth)). We
then calculated Pearson correlations across windows
and fit linear models by least squares. We used an F-
test to compare the fit of the linear model DHS_dist ~
HMGD1 +H1 to that of the models with only one
predictor (DHS_dist ~HMGD1 and DHS_dist ~H1).
The linear model with both predictors gave a signifi-
cantly better fit than the single predictor models (P <
10-15 for both).
Correlations with histone modifications
We downloaded processed and smoothed ChIP-chip
data from the modENCODE project [34]. We used data
from a total of 84 experiments (including replicates) that
were performed in Drosophila S2 cells using antibodies
for specific histone post-translational modifications. We
took 2 kb windows surrounding all annotated TSSs and
computed mean values for each histone modification
experiment in each window. For the same windows, we
also computed normalized values for the H1 and
HMGD1 experiments by dividing the number of mid-
points from a given experiment by the number total
nucleosome midpoints and taking the log. We then
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computed Pearson correlations, R, across windows for
all possible pairs of experiments and performed hier-
archical clustering of the experiments, using 1-R as a
distance metric.
Data access
All data are publically available from GEO (http://www.
ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/) under accession GSE49526.
Additional file
Additional file 1: Supplementary Information. This file contains
Figures S1-S7 and Table S1.
Abbreviations
TSS: Transcription start sites; PTMs: Post translational modifications;
ChIP: Chromatin immunoprecipitation; nuc-ChIP-seq: Nucleosome
immunoprecipitation followed by next generation sequencing;
MNase: Micrococcal nuclease; RT-PCR: Real-time polymerase chain reaction.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Authors’ contributions
NN, RM, JM, RM, and YNF-M performed the experiments. NN, and YNF-M
performed the experimental analyses. GM, JKP and YNF-M performed the
bioinformatics analyses. NN, GM, RM, JM, JKP and YNF-M wrote the paper.
NN, GM, JKP and YNF-M conceived and designed experiments. YNF-M
directed the research. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.
Acknowledgments
We thank Prof. Andrew Travers for the HMGD1 serum antibody used in initial
western blot analyses. We also thank Prof. Authur Skoultchi for the H1 RNAi
plasmid. We thank the staff of the Northwestern University Genomic Core
and University of Chicago Genomic Facility for DNA sequencing. This
research was supported by NIH grants U01 HG 007036 and the Howard
Hughes Medical Institute JP and 2P20 RR020171 (YNF-M).
Author details
1Department of Molecular and Cellular Biochemistry, University of Kentucky,
Lexington, KY 40536, USA. 2Department of Biostatistics and Computational
Biology, Dana-Farber Cancer Institute and Harvard School of Public Health,
Boston, MA 02115, USA. 3Department of Genetics, Stanford University,
Stanford, CA 94305, USA. 4Department of Molecular Biosciences,
Northwestern University, Evanston, IL 60208, USA. 5Department of Biology,
Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA. 6Howard Hughes Medical
Institute, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA.
Received: 29 January 2014 Accepted: 30 January 2014
Published: 1 February 2014
References
1. Luger K, Mader AW, Richmond RK, Sargent DF, Richmond TJ: Crystal
structure of the nucleosome core particle at 2.8 A resolution.
Nature 1997, 389:251–260.
2. Richmond TJ, Davey CA: The structure of DNA in the nucleosome core.
Nature 2003, 423:145–150.
3. Thoma F, Koller T, Klug A: Involvement of histone H1 in the organization
of the nucleosome and of the salt-dependent superstructures of
chromatin. J Cell Biol 1979, 83:403–427.
4. Allan J, Hartman PG, Crane-Robinson C, Aviles FX: The structure of histone
H1 and its location in chromatin. Nature 1980, 288:675–679.
5. Crane-Robinson C, Ptitsyn OB: Binding of the globular domain of linker
histones H5/H1 to the nucleosome: a hypothesis. Protein Eng 1989,
2:577–582.
6. Bednar J, Horowitz RA, Grigoryev SA, Carruthers LM, Hansen JC, Koster AJ,
Woodcock CL: Nucleosomes, linker DNA, and linker histone form a
unique structural motif that directs the higher-order folding and
compaction of chromatin. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 1998, 95:14173–14178.
7. Xiao B, Freedman BS, Miller KE, Heald R, Marko JF: Histone H1 compacts
DNA under force and during chromatin assembly. Mol Biol Cell 2012,
23:4864–4871.
8. Shen X, Yu L, Weir JW, Gorovsky MA: Linker histones are not essential and
affect chromatin condensation in vivo. Cell 1995, 82:47–56.
9. Fan Y, Sirotkin A, Russell RG, Ayala J, Skoultchi AI: Individual somatic H1
subtypes are dispensable for mouse development even in mice lacking
the H1(0) replacement subtype. Mol Cell Biol 2001, 21:7933–7943.
10. Woodcock CL, Skoultchi AI, Fan Y: Role of linker histone in chromatin
structure and function: H1 stoichiometry and nucleosome repeat length.
Chromosome Res 2006, 14:17–25.
11. Lu X, Wontakal SN, Emelyanov AV, Morcillo P, Konev AY, Fyodorov DV,
Skoultchi AI: Linker histone H1 is essential for Drosophila development,
the establishment of pericentric heterochromatin, and a normal
polytene chromosome structure. Genes Dev 2009, 23:452–465.
12. Bustin M: Revised nomenclature for high mobility group (HMG)
chromosomal proteins. Trends Biochem Sci 2001, 26:152–153.
13. Thomas JO: HMG1 and 2: architectural DNA-binding proteins. Biochem
Soc Trans 2001, 29:395–401.
14. Thomas JO, Travers AA: HMG1 and 2, and related ‘architectural’ DNA-
binding proteins. Trends Biochem Sci 2001, 26:167–174.
15. Agresti A, Bianchi ME: HMGB proteins and gene expression. Curr Opin
Genet Dev 2003, 13:170–178.
16. Pallier C, Scaffidi P, Chopineau-Proust S, Agresti A, Nordmann P, Bianchi ME,
Marechal V: Association of chromatin proteins high mobility group box
(HMGB) 1 and HMGB2 with mitotic chromosomes. Mol Biol Cell 2003,
14:3414–3426.
17. Catez F, Yang H, Tracey KJ, Reeves R, Misteli T, Bustin M: Network of
dynamic interactions between histone H1 and high-mobility-group
proteins in chromatin. Mol Cell Biol 2004, 24:4321–4328.
18. Jackson JB, Pollock JM Jr, Rill RL: Chromatin fractionation procedure that
yields nucleosomes containing near-stoichiometric amounts of high
mobility group nonhistone chromosomal proteins. Biochemistry 1979,
18:3739–3748.
19. Ner SS, Travers AA: HMG-D, the Drosophila melanogaster homologue of
HMG 1 protein, is associated with early embryonic chromatin in the
absence of histone H1. EMBO J 1994, 13:1817–1822.
20. Lilley DM: DNA–protein interactions. HMG has DNA wrapped up. Nature
1992, 357:282–283.
21. Zlatanova J, van Holde K: Linker histones versus HMG1/2: a struggle for
dominance? Bioessays 1998, 20:584–588.
22. Ner SS, Blank T, Perez-Paralle ML, Grigliatti TA, Becker PB, Travers AA: HMG-D
and histone H1 interplay during chromatin assembly and early
embryogenesis. J Biol Chem 2001, 276:37569–37576.
23. Schroter H, Bode J: The binding sites for large and small high-mobility-
group (HMG) proteins. Studies on HMG-nucleosome interactions in vitro.
Eur J Biochem 1982, 127:429–436.
24. Ogawa Y, Aizawa S, Shirakawa H, Yoshida M: Stimulation of transcription
accompanying relaxation of chromatin structure in cells overexpressing
high mobility group 1 protein. J Biol Chem 1995, 270:9272–9280.
25. Fan Y, Nikitina T, Zhao J, Fleury TJ, Bhattacharyya R, Bouhassira EE, Stein A,
Woodcock CL, Skoultchi AI: Histone H1 depletion in mammals alters
global chromatin structure but causes specific changes in gene
regulation. Cell 2005, 123:1199–1212.
26. Hock R, Furusawa T, Ueda T, Bustin M: HMG chromosomal proteins in
development and disease. Trends Cell Biol 2007, 17:72–79.
27. Cherukuri S, Hock R, Ueda T, Catez F, Rochman M, Bustin M: Cell cycle-
dependent binding of HMGN proteins to chromatin. Mol Biol Cell 2008,
19:1816–1824.
28. El Gazzar M, Yoza BK, Chen X, Garcia BA, Young NL, McCall CE: Chromatin-
specific remodeling by HMGB1 and linker histone H1 silences
proinflammatory genes during endotoxin tolerance. Mol Cell Biol 2009,
29:1959–1971.
29. Hashimoto H, Takami Y, Sonoda E, Iwasaki T, Iwano H, Tachibana M, Takeda
S, Nakayama T, Kimura H, Shinkai Y: Histone H1 null vertebrate cells
exhibit altered nucleosome architecture. Nucleic Acids Res 2010,
38:3533–3545.
30. Zhang Y, Liu Z, Medrzycki M, Cao K, Fan Y: Reduction of Hox gene
expression by histone H1 depletion. PLoS One 2012, 7:e38829.
Nalabothula et al. BMC Genomics 2014, 15:92 Page 13 of 14
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2164/15/92
31. Lu X, Wontakal SN, Kavi H, Kim BJ, Guzzardo PM, Emelyanov AV, Xu N,
Hannon GJ, Zavadil J, Fyodorov DV, Skoultchi AI: Drosophila H1 regulates
the genetic activity of heterochromatin by recruitment of Su(var)3-9.
Science 2013, 340:78–81.
32. Nightingale K, Dimitrov S, Reeves R, Wolffe AP: Evidence for a shared
structural role for HMG1 and linker histones B4 and H1 in organizing
chromatin. EMBO J 1996, 15:548–561.
33. Ishihara S, Varma R, Schwartz RH: A new fractionation assay, based on the
size of formaldehyde-crosslinked, mildly sheared chromatin, delineates
the chromatin structure at promoter regions. Nucleic Acids Res 2010,
38:e124.
34. Kharchenko PV, Alekseyenko AA, Schwartz YB, Minoda A, Riddle NC, Ernst J,
Sabo PJ, Larschan E, Gorchakov AA, Gu T, et al: Comprehensive analysis of
the chromatin landscape in Drosophila melanogaster. Nature 2011,
471:480–485.
35. Cuddapah S, Schones DE, Cui K, Roh TY, Barski A, Wei G, Rochman M, Bustin
M, Zhao K: Genomic profiling of HMGN1 reveals an association with
chromatin at regulatory regions. Mol Cell Biol 2011, 31:700–709.
36. Deng T, Zhu ZI, Zhang S, Leng F, Cherukuri S, Hansen L, Marino-Ramirez L,
Meshorer E, Landsman D, Bustin M: HMGN1 modulates nucleosome
occupancy and DNase I hypersensitivity at the CpG island promoters of
embryonic stem cells. Mol Cell Biol 2013, 33:3377–3389.
37. Weisbrod S: Active chromatin. Nature 1982, 297:289–295.
38. Boyle AP, Davis S, Shulha HP, Meltzer P, Margulies EH, Weng Z, Furey TS,
Crawford GE: High-resolution mapping and characterization of open
chromatin across the genome. Cell 2008, 132:311–322.
39. Felsenfeld G, Groudine M: Controlling the double helix. Nature 2003,
421:448–453.
40. Gross DS, Garrard WT: Nuclease hypersensitive sites in chromatin.
Annu Rev Biochem 1988, 57:159–197.
41. An W, van Holde K, Zlatanova J: The non-histone chromatin protein
HMG1 protects linker DNA on the side opposite to that protected by
linker histones. J Biol Chem 1998, 273:26289–26291.
42. Strahl BD, Allis CD: The language of covalent histone modifications.
Nature 2000, 403:41–45.
43. Martin C, Zhang Y: The diverse functions of histone lysine methylation.
Nat Rev Mol Cell Biol 2005, 6:838–849.
44. Barski A, Cuddapah S, Cui K, Roh TY, Schones DE, Wang Z, Wei G, Chepelev
I, Zhao K: High-resolution profiling of histone methylations in the human
genome. Cell 2007, 129:823–837.
45. Mikkelsen TS, Ku M, Jaffe DB, Issac B, Lieberman E, Giannoukos G, Alvarez P,
Brockman W, Kim TK, Koche RP, et al: Genome-wide maps of chromatin state
in pluripotent and lineage-committed cells. Nature 2007, 448:553–560.
46. Edmunds JW, Mahadevan LC, Clayton AL: Dynamic histone H3
methylation during gene induction: HYPB/Setd2 mediates all H3K36
trimethylation. EMBO J 2008, 27:406–420.
47. Gardner KE, Allis CD, Strahl BD: Operating on chromatin, a colorful
language where context matters. J Mol Biol 2011, 409:36–46.
48. Li B, Howe L, Anderson S, Yates JR 3rd, Workman JL: The Set2 histone
methyltransferase functions through the phosphorylated carboxyl-
terminal domain of RNA polymerase II. J Biol Chem 2003, 278:8897–8903.
49. Vethantham V, Yang Y, Bowman C, Asp P, Lee JH, Skalnik DG, Dynlacht BD:
Dynamic loss of H2B ubiquitylation without corresponding changes in
H3K4 trimethylation during myogenic differentiation. Mol Cell Biol 2012,
32:1044–1055.
50. Petesch SJ, Lis JT: Rapid, transcription-independent loss of nucleosomes
over a large chromatin domain at Hsp70 loci. Cell 2008, 134:74–84.
51. Cao K, Lailler N, Zhang Y, Kumar A, Uppal K, Liu Z, Lee EK, Wu H, Medrzycki
M, Pan C, et al: High-resolution mapping of h1 linker histone variants in
embryonic stem cells. PLoS Genet 2013, 9:e1003417.
52. Braunschweig U, Hogan GJ, Pagie L, van Steensel B: Histone H1 binding is
inhibited by histone variant H3.3. EMBO J 2009, 28:3635–3645.
53. Ju BG, Lunyak VV, Perissi V, Garcia-Bassets I, Rose DW, Glass CK, Rosenfeld
MG: A topoisomerase IIbeta-mediated dsDNA break required for
regulated transcription. Science 2006, 312:1798–1802.
54. Krishnakumar R, Gamble MJ, Frizzell KM, Berrocal JG, Kininis M, Kraus WL:
Reciprocal binding of PARP-1 and histone H1 at promoters specifies
transcriptional outcomes. Science 2008, 319:819–821.
55. Valouev A, Johnson SM, Boyd SD, Smith CL, Fire AZ, Sidow A: Determinants
of nucleosome organization in primary human cells. Nature 2011,
474:516–520.
56. Wang JP, Fondufe-Mittendorf Y, Xi L, Tsai GF, Segal E, Widom J: Preferentially
quantized linker DNA lengths in Saccharomyces cerevisiae. PLoS Comput
Biol 2008, 4:e1000175.
57. Prymakowska-Bosak M, Misteli T, Herrera JE, Shirakawa H, Birger Y, Garfield S,
Bustin M: Mitotic phosphorylation prevents the binding of HMGN
proteins to chromatin. Mol Cell Biol 2001, 21:5169–5178.
58. Zheng Y, John S, Pesavento JJ, Schultz-Norton JR, Schiltz RL, Baek S, Nardulli
AM, Hager GL, Kelleher NL, Mizzen CA: Histone H1 phosphorylation is
associated with transcription by RNA polymerases I and II. J Cell Biol
2010, 189:407–415.
59. Kamieniarz K, Izzo A, Dundr M, Tropberger P, Ozretic L, Kirfel J, Scheer E,
Tropel P, Wisniewski JR, Tora L, et al: A dual role of linker histone H1.4 Lys
34 acetylation in transcriptional activation. Genes Dev 2012, 26:797–802.
60. Louie DF, Gloor KK, Galasinski SC, Resing KA, Ahn NG: Phosphorylation and
subcellular redistribution of high mobility group proteins 14 and 17,
analyzed by mass spectrometry. Protein Sci 2000, 9:170–179.
61. Gottesfeld JM, Garrard WT, Bagi G, Wilson RF, Bonner J: Partial purification
of the template-active fraction of chromatin: a preliminary report.
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 1974, 71:2193–2197.
62. Fan Y, Nikitina T, Morin-Kensicki EM, Zhao J, Magnuson TR, Woodcock CL,
Skoultchi AI: H1 linker histones are essential for mouse development and
affect nucleosome spacing in vivo. Mol Cell Biol 2003, 23:4559–4572.
63. Gilbert N, Allan J: Distinctive higher-order chromatin structure at
mammalian centromeres. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2001, 98:11949–11954.
64. Breiling A, Orlando V: Chromatin Immunoprecipitation (ChIP) of protein
complexes: mapping of genomic targets of nuclear proteins in cultured
cells. CSH Protoc 2006, 2006(4). doi:10.1101/pdb.prot4560.
65. Orlando V, Strutt H, Paro R: Analysis of chromatin structure by in vivo
formaldehyde cross-linking. Methods 1997, 11:205–214.
66. Brogaard K, Xi L, Wang JP, Widom J: A map of nucleosome positions in
yeast at base-pair resolution. Nature 2012, 486:496–501.
67. Li H, Durbin R: Fast and accurate short read alignment with Burrows-
Wheeler transform. Bioinformatics 2009, 25:1754–1760.
68. Ondov BD, Varadarajan A, Passalacqua KD, Bergman NH: Efficient mapping
of applied biosystems SOLiD sequence data to a reference genome for
functional genomic applications. Bioinformatics 2008, 24:2776–2777.
69. Cherbas L, Willingham A, Zhang D, Yang L, Zou Y, Eads BD, Carlson JW,
Landolin JM, Kapranov P, Dumais J, et al: The transcriptional diversity of 25
Drosophila cell lines. Genome Res 2011, 21:301–314.
doi:10.1186/1471-2164-15-92
Cite this article as: Nalabothula et al.: The chromatin architectural
proteins HMGD1 and H1 bind reciprocally and have opposite effects on
chromatin structure and gene regulation. BMC Genomics 2014 15:92.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color figure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit
Nalabothula et al. BMC Genomics 2014, 15:92 Page 14 of 14
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2164/15/92
